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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Tampa B ion tal Archaeological Survey Project was
prepared by the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council for the Fiorida
Department of Environmental Regulation, Office of Coastal Manage-
ment using funds made available through the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration under the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972, as amended. The project focused on the location of known ar-
chaeological sites in the four-county Tampa Bay Region. The purpose of
the project was to identify and quantify the impact of development on
these known archaeological resources. As data was gathered and
analyzed, particular attention was paid to the sites located on or near
the coast as well as inland wetland areas.

The study was conducted through a teamwork effort by an archaeologi-
cal survey team consisting of graduate interns from the University of
South Florida (USF), Department of Anthropalogy and the Tampa Bay
Regional Planning Council (TBRPC) Development of Regional Impact
(DRI) Review and Historical Preservation Program staff. All study tind-
ings and recommendations were reviewed by the Tampa Bay Region
Historic/Archaeological Preservation Committee.

The project involved (1) developing an inventory of existing sites in the
region identifying the type of site and the highlighting those located
along the coast, (2) attempting to locate known archagological sites to
determine the "condition" or "degree of disturbance" as well as the cur-
rent land use, (3) entering this data on the regional geographic informa-
tion system (GIS) data files, and (4) preparing a report which quantifies
the impact of development on the cultural resources in the region. This
information was then used to provide recommendations on how we can
better protect the remaining archaeological resources and preserve the
treasures of the past for future generations.

The report includes a description of the project (Chapter 1), a methodol-
ogy statement (Chapter 1), a brief synopsis of the prehistory and history
of the Tampa Bay Region (Chapter Ill), the summary of survey findings
which quantifies the impacts of development activities on archaeologi-
cal sites (Chapter IV), and recommendations for strategies to better
protect cultural resources through the development review process
(Chapter V). The report also contains a printout of all the archaeological
sites by county. This indicates whether the site was visited during this
project effort, the condition of the site and the current land use and is
provided as Appendices A, B, C, and D.

Of the 1275 recorded archaeological sites in the Tampa Bay Region,

704 were visited by the survey team. Of these sites, a total of 306 have
been totally destroyed, 82 have undergone major disturbance, 139 have
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undergone moderate disturbance and 177 have experienced only minor
damage. Very few archaeological sites located in coastal areas, and par-
ticularly along the Gulf Coast, are still in existence. The predominate fac-
tor of this destruction is the residential and commercial development
without mitigation which has occurred along the coast and other water
bodies.

In addition, unauthorized digging or "pot-hunting" on undeveloped ran-
gelands and agricultural property, as well as the public property
managed by the Southwest Florida Water Management District has led
to moderate-to-major disturbance of many sites within the more rural
areas of the region. This was particularly evident in Pasco County.

By the year 2000 the population of the region will reach nearly 2.5 mil-
lion people (Future of the Region: A Comprehensive Regional Policy
Plan, 1988). It is predicted that the tremendous expansion into present-
ly undeveloped land will be responsible for the destruction of a large
number of irreplaceable archaeological resources unless protective
policies and procedures are implemented to conserve the remaining
resources.

Chapter V evaluates the regional review process and policies and
makes specific recommendations regarding strategies to enhance the
protection of the archaeological resources. The recommendations are
summarized below:

e Strengthen existing policies,

® Require development review by the local preservation
commissions or boards,

e Consider the provision of protective buffers or greenlines within
Council policy,

¢ Consider the provision of educational and interpretive exhibits
when excavation for mitigation does occur,

¢ Enhance coordination between the DHR and TBRPC in the
early phases of development review,

e Coordinate with state, regional and local agencies and
commissions and boards to address the concept of
"significance” in resources protection,

o Require additional information collection, survey and mitigation
activities earlier in the development review process,

e Strengthen development order conditions regarding resource
protection and mitigation,

e Continue to update and enhance the site-prediction models
currently used at the regional and local levels.

In addition, Appendix E provides a listing and description of the current
federal legislation and state statutes which can be used to protect sig-
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nificant sites. (It was recommended by the Committee that this list be
circulated to local governments and that local governments are sur-
veyed to determine whether existing provisions may be under-utilized.)

Finally, it is recognized that both avoidance and mitigation strategies
can benefit the public and the private sector if the importance of cultural
resource preservation is recognized early in the development review
process. By careful planning, it is possible to avoid unnecessary
destruction of our cultural resources. In addition there are examples in
the region, where cooperation and initiative has resulted in an ad-
vantage to both the developer and the public, not only from the preser-
vation of the resource, but also from the public education contributions.

ix




INTRODUCTION

Located on the west central coast of the
Florida peninsula, the Tampa Bay Region is
comprised of four counties: Hillsborough,
Manatee, Pasco and Pinelias (See Figure 1). In
1989, the population of the region was es-
timated at 1.9 million which represents a 50
percent increase since 1975. Eighty percent of
the new growth occurs in the coastal areas of
the region contributing to the fact that Pinellas
County is the most densely populated county in
the State of Florida.

The natural shoreline of the region consists of
many small bays and inlets with marshiands
adjacent to the tributaries. The bay system,
principally shallow estuarine areas, averages
less than nine feet in depth and covers in excess
of 500 square miles with almost 750 miles of
shoreline including inlets. The primary bays of
this system inciude: Qld Tampa Bay,
Hillsborough Bay, Tampa Bay, Boca Ciega Bay,
Clearwater Harbor and Sarasota Bay.

A chain of barrier islands lines the coast from
Anclote Key in Pasco County south to Longboat
Key in Sarasota. With the exception of Caladesi
Island, a state park, all barrier islands are exten-
sively developed with commercial as well as
residential units.

For thousands of years, people have been
attracted to the coastal areas of Florida, like the
Tampa Bay Region. The abundant natural
resources in the coastal locations and wetlands
have drawn people today, as in the past, to the
environmentally sensitive areas of the state. Ar-
chaeological evidence has demonstrated that
these regions are prime locations for ar-
chaeological sites.

At one time, spectacular sites were located in
the Tampa Bay Region, particularly along the

coast. Ancient shell middens and burial mounds
dotted the Gulfshore and riverbanks in tes-
timony of the civilizations which lived and
traveled through the region. Many of these ar-
chaeological sites have since been destroyed
and their contribution to our understanding of
early lite lost forever.

The fact that fewer sites exist makes those
remaining increasingly valuable. Although the
information lost through development without
mitigation cannot be recovered, the careful ex-
amination of those sites which remain intact and
the survey of potential sites before development
occurs can give us needed information about
prehistoric coastal lifeways.

Funds for the Tampa Bay Region Coastal Ar-
chaeological Survey Project were provided by

the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation (FDER), Office of Coastal Manage-
ment using funds made available through the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion under the Coastal Zone Management Act
of 1972, as amended. The goal was to provide
recommendations on how we can better
protect these nonrenewable resources and
preserve the treasures of the past for future
generations. :
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CHAPTERI1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Tampa Bay Region Coastal Archaeologi-
cal Site Survey Project focused on the location

of known archaeological sites inthe four-county
Tampa Bay Region. The purpose of the project
was to identify and quantify the impact of
development on these known archaeological
resources. As data was gathered and analyzed,
particular attention was paid to the sites located
on or near the coast as well as inland wetland
areas.

The study was conducted through a teamwork
effort by a archaeological survey team consist-
ing of graduate interns from the University of
South Florida (USF) Department of Anthropol-
ogy and the Tampa Bay Regional Planning
Council (TBRPC) Development of Regional Im-
pact (DRI) Review and Historic Preservation
Program staff. All study findings and recom-
mendations were reviewed by the Tampa Bay
Region Historic/Archaeological Preservation
Committee.

The project involved the following major tasks:

1. Developing an inventory of existing sites in
the region, identifying the type of site and high-
lighting those known sites along the coast and
in wetland areas.

2. Attempting to locate known archaeological
sites using aerial photography or site visitation
in order to determine the "degree of distur-
bance" and current land use.

3. Entering this data on the regional
geographic information system (GIS) data files.

4. Preparing a report which quantifies the
impact of development on the cuitural resour-
ces in the region, especially along the coastal
areas.

5. Reviewing the avoidance and mitigation
strategies available to protect cultural resour-
ces in the Region currently used in the DRI
process and make recommendations for the
revisions to the Tampa Bay Comprehensive
Regional Policy Plan, the DRI review process
and appropriate recommendations for condi-
tions of development approval.




CHAPTERII

METHODOLOGY STATEMENT

GENERAL

in order to provide the reader with an under-
standing of the importance of our archaeologi-
cal resources and a more comprehensive
knowledge of the area, a brief prehistory and
history of the Tampa Bay Region is included in
this report. The prehistory describes, in general,
what we know of the lifestyles of the earliest
inhabitants of the state of Florida and the Tampa
Bay Region. It includes a description of the
culture period categories, which will be used in
this report, from the early Paleo-Indian period
through the historic culture periods beginning
with the Past-Spanish contact.

A section which addresses site types is also
provided. The description of site types includes
examples of the types found in the region. Maps
of the region were generated. These include the
site type by reference number. The prehistory
and history of the Tampa Bay Region and the
description of cuitural periods and site types is
provided in Chapter Iil.

TASK 1.

The first task of the project was to develop a
comprehensive inventory of existing ar-
chaeological sites in the Tampa Bay Region.
information was obtained from the Elorida
Master Site Fijle through the Department of
State, Division of Historical Resources (DHR) in
Tallahassee. This computerized data was up-
dated using information from the published and
unpublished documentation of archaeological
survey work that has been conducted in the
four-county region. The survey areas of these

reports are delineated on Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5.
(it should be noted that additional areas within
the region have been surveyed, although this
data has not as yet been aggregated by the
DHR.)

In addition, the project survey team incor-
porated data from the DHR sites files which
were not on the computerized Florida Master
Site File inventory. This required several work-
ing days in Tallahassee which yielded important
information that could be merged with existing
data on the computerized inventory.

Critical information from the surveys and DHR
data files was added to the Master Site File
inventories to provide a more complete and
up-to-date data base for analysis. This informa-
tion included site location coordinates (Univer-
sal Transfer Mercator or UTMs), essential for
mapping and site verification. The "enhanced"
Master Site Files were used as the non-image
data files for the computerized mapping sys-
tem.

TASK 2.

Using the UTM coordinates from the "en-
hanced" Master Site Files, which included data
gleaned from the survey reports and the DHR
files in Tallahassee, the Council's Geographic
information System (GIS), a computerized
mapping program was used to generate county
maps identifying archaeological site locations.
The GiS is a computer-based mapping facility
which enables both image and non-image
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FIGURE 2

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AREAS, HILLSBOROUGH
COUNTY |
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geographic information to be recorded in a
digital format {See Figure 6). The System sup-
ports a large number of registered mapping
levels or planes, each of which may be assigned
a specific map feature (i.e. vegetative,
topographic, soil classification, drainage char-
acteristics, rivers, shoreline, highway networks,
100-year flood plain, archaeological sites).
Once polygons and their descriptive informa-
tion have been entered, the data may be
retrieved in the form of a map (along with non-
graphic data reports). This type of facility differs
from the common map drafting facility in that
the map product may be directly linked and
correlated with a land use or other type data
base. This allows for the conduct of quantitative
analysis with the "map", something which could
not have been easily accomplished in the past.

The archaeological survey team, using the
maps generated by the GIS, which included a
detailed street network and sites by SITE ID
(See Glossary), were able to locate many of
archaeological sites. In addition, maps were
developed which depict the archaeological site

type.

Where feasible, the known archaeological
sites were visited to confirm location, determine
the current land use and to determine the con-
dition ofthe site, i.e. the "degree of disturbance".
In some cases, sites were first identified on
recent aerials before an actual site visit was
made.

It should be noted that not all of the 1275
known archaeologicai sites were visited during
this research project due to the lack of time and
resources. In some cases the archaeological
survey team was not able to obtain permission
to inspect sites on private property. In some
cases the location of the site could no longer
be verified because either UTM coordinates
were not available from any of the data sources
or the sites no longer existed. While not all sites
in the region were visited, all of those within a
mile of the coast were site-verified. In addition,
a committed and good faith effort was made as

the survey team moved inland to verify as many
sites as possible especially those in the coastal
areas, inwetland areas and inthose areas which
are under current development pressures.
(When the site was visited by the survey team,
it was noted on the site file under a newly-
created field called "visited?". if the site was not
visited during this project effort, this field was
marked ‘no’.)

it should also be recognized that in order for
this project to be 100% accurate, it would re-
quire that each site be exactly located and that
subsurface testing be performed. This was not
within the scope of this project, however, the
necessary subjectivity involved in the process
of determination of condition is important to
note for the record.

The survey team visited as many sites as time
and resources allowed and evaluated them ac-
cording to the following land use categories and
condition criteria:

Land Use Categories:

Residential

Commercial

Residential

Industrial

Recreation
Institutional/Public/Semi-Public
Vacant/Residential
Vacant/Commercial
Vacant/Industrial
Agricultural/Undeveloped/Rangelands
SWFWMD/Public Land

Site Condition:

Minor Disturbance
Moderate Disturbance
Major Disturbance
Destroyed




FIGURE 6

THE GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM (GIS)
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Land Use Categories

Class definitions from The Florida Land Use,
Cover and Land Form Classification System
were used to determine the current land use at
the known archaeological sites. These clas-
sifications included the following:

Residential:

Residential land uses range from high-density
urban housing developments to low-density
rural areas charatterized by a relatively small
number of homes per acre. The variation ex-
tends from the multi-family apartment com-
plexesto those single-family houses sometimes
having lot sizes of more than one acre.

Commercial;

Commercial areas are predominantly as-
sociated with the distribution of products and
services. This category is composed of a large
number of individual types of commercial land
uses which often occur in complex mixtures.

The Commercial and Services category in-
cludes all secondary structures associated with
an enterprise in addition to the main building
and integral areas assigned to support the base
unit. Included are sheds, warehouses, office
buildings, driveways, parking lots and
landscaped areas.

Other types of commercial areas include
shopping centers and commercial strip
developments.

Industrial:

The Industrial category embraces those land
uses where manufacturing, assembly or
processing of materials and products are ac-
complished. industrial areas include a wide
array of industry types ranging from light
manufacturing and industrial parks to heavy

manufacturing plants. Also included are those
facilities for administration and research, as-
sembly, storage and warehousing, shipping
and associated parking lots and grounds.

Typical examples of industrial types found in
Florida are pulp and lumber mills, oil refineries
with tank farms, chemical piants and brick-
making plants. Stockpiles of raw materials,
large power saurces and solid waste product
disposal areas are visible industrial features.

Yacant/Residential: Vacant property within a
predominately residential neighborhood/sub-
division.

Yacant/Commercial: Vacant property within a

predominately commercial area.

Yacant/Industrial: Vacant property within a

predominately industrial area.
Extractive;

Extractive areas encompass both surface and
subsurface mining operations. Included are
sand, gravel and clay pits, phosphate mines,
limestone quarries plus oil and gas wells. In-
dustrial complexes wherethe extracted material
is refined, packaged or further processed, are
also included in this category. The recog-
nizable impacts of these activities on the
landscape will vary from the unmistakable giant
pit mines covering vast acreage to oil wells
which cover only a few square feet,

o Strip Mines
Sand and Gravel Pits
Rock Quarries
Oll & Gas Fields
Reclaimed Land
Holding Ponds

Becreational:

Recreational areas are those areas whose
physical structure indicates that active user-
oriented recreation is or could be occurring
within the given physical area. This category

10




would include golf courses, parks, swimming
beaches and shores, marinas, fairgrounds, etc.
Swimming Beach
e Golf Courses
o Race Tracks (Horse, dog, car, motor-
cycle)

e Marinas and Fish Camps

e Parks and Zoos

e Community Recreational Facilities

o Stadiums (Those facilities not as-
sociated with high schoals, colleges
or universities.)

e Historical Sites (Prehistoric or historic)

o Other Recreational (Riding stables,
go-cart tracks, skeet ranges, etc.)

|nstitutional/Public/Semi-Public:

Educational, religious, health and military
facilities are typical components of this
category. Included within a particular institu-
tional unit are all buildings, grounds and parking
fots that compose the facility. Those areas not
specifically related to the purposes of the institu-
tion should be excluded. For example, agricul-
ture areas not specifically associated with
correctional, educational or religious institu-
tions are placed in the appropriate Agricultural
categories.

Educational institutions encompass all levels
of public and private schools, colleges, univer-
sities, training centers, etc. The entire areas
enclosing buildings, campus open space, dor-
mitories, recreational facilities and parking lots
are included into this category.

Military facilities are characterized by a wide
variety of features including training camps,
missile sites, etc. Administration, storage,
repair, security and other functional military
buildings plus the practice ranges, storage
areas, equipment storage lots and buffer zones
compose the institutional military facilities.
Auxiliary land uses, particularly residential,
commercial and other supporting uses located
ona military base, are included inthe Institution-
al category.

Educational

Religious

Military

Medical & Heaith Care
Governmental
Correctional

Other

Commercial Child Care

Agriculture:

In a broad sense, agricultural iands may be
defined as those lands which are cultivated to
produce food crops and livestock. The sub-
categories of Agriculture are as follows:
Cropland, Pastureland, Orchards, Groves {(ex-
cept Citrus), Vineyards, Nurseries, Ornamental
Horticulture Areas, Citrus Groves, Confined
Feeding Operations, Specialty Farms and Other
Agricuiture.

Undeveloped/Rangelands:

Historically, rangelands has been defined as
land where the potential natural vegetation is
predominantly grasses, grassilike plants, forbs
or shrubs and is capable of being grazed.
Management practices may include brush con-
trol, regulation of grazing intensity and season
of use. If revegetated to improve the forage
cover, it is managed like native vegetation.
Generally, this land is not fertilized, cultivated or
irrigated.

Although these small areas can not support
cattle, they are never the less included in this
category. However, such areas may be used
extensively as wildlife forage areas.

These are public lands owned and managed
by the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD).




Degrée of Disturbance / Condition
of Site

The current land use describing the location of
the archaeological sites, was a major criteria
used to determine the present condition of ar-
chaeological sites. The land use categories
inciuded residential, commercial, industrial,
vacant, public and semi-public/institutional,
recreational, agricultural and undeveloped/ran-
gelands. These categories help define whether
the archaeological sites experienced minor dis-
turbance, moderate disturbance or major dis-
turbance, or had been completely destroyed.
Based upon site verification, the "condition" or
“degree of disturbance" of each site was coded
on the data base.

Minor Disturbance:sites which had suffered
little disturbance (code 2).

Moderate Disturbance:sites which had been
obviously disturbed, but only slightly (code 3).

Major Disturbance:sites which had under-
gone serious disruption (code 4).

Destroyed:sites that have been completely
destroyed (code 1).

"Impact agents” (see Glossary) can either
directly or indirectly impact archaeological
resources. Directly impacting a site means that
an impact is caused by an action which occurs
at the same time and place. For example,
removal of archaeological sediments by sheet
erosion may be the direct result of an intense
summer rainstorm (Wildesen 1982:54). An in-
direct impact of a site is caused by an action
which occurs later in time or farther removed in
space. For exampie, the removal of upsiope
vegetation due to road construction which ul-
timately causes severe erosion is an indirect
impact. Impact agents can be classified as to
type. The major classifications are burial,

removal, transferal, and alteration. (Wildesen
1973).

When property is developed, using modern
site preparation and construction techniques,
for residential, commercial or industrial pur-
poses, archaeological resources are usually
destroyed. Development requires heavy equip-
ment to be used for the removal of l